From GREETINGS TO ITALIAN, FRENCH
AND GERMAN COMMUNISTS
The Kautskyite (or Independent) party 43 is dying. It is
bound to die and disintegrate soon as a result of the differences between its predominantly revolutionary membership and its counter-revolutionary "leaders".
The Communist Party, experiencing exactly the same
(essentially the same) differences as were experienced by
Bolshevism, will grow stronger and become as hard as
steel.
The differences among the German Communists boil
down, so far as I can judge, to the question of "utilising
the legal possibilities" {as the Bolsheviks used to say in
the 1910-13 period), of utilising the bourgeois parliament,
the reactionary trade unions, the "works' councils
law" (Betriebsratgesetz), bodies that have been hamstrung
by the Scheidemanns and Kautskys; it is a question
of whether to participate in such, bodies or boycott
them.
We Russian Bolsheviks experienced quite similar differences in 1906 and in the 1910-12 period. And for us it
is clear that with many of the young German Communists
it is simply a case of a lack of revolutionary experience.
Had they experienced a couple of bourgeois revolutions
(1905 and 1917), they would not be advocating the boycott
so unconditionally, nor fall from time to time into the
mistakes of syndicalism.
This is a matter of growing pains; the movement is
developing in fine style and as it grows they will pass. And
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these obvious mistakes must be combated openly; the differences must not be exaggerated since it must be clear
to everyone that in the near future the struggle for the
dictatorship of the proleariat, for Soviet power, will wipe
out the greater part of them.
Both from the standpoint of Marxist theory and the
experience of three revolutions (1905, February 1917 and
October 1917) I regard refusal to participate in a bourgeois parliament, in a reactionary (Legien, Gompers, etc.)
trade union, in an ultra-reactionary workers' council hamstrung by the Scheidemanns, etc., as an undoubted
mistake.
At times, in individual cases, in individual countries, the
boycott is correct, as, for example, was the Bolshevik
boycott of the tsarist Duma in 1905.44 But the selfsame
Bolsheviks took part in the much more reactionary and
downright counter-revolutionary Duma of 1907. The Bolsheviks contested the elections to the bourgeois Constituent
Assembly in 1917, and in 1918 we dispersed it, to the
horror of the philistine democrats, the Kautskys and other
such renegades from socialism. We worked in the ultrareactionary, purely Menshevik, trade unions which (in
their counter-revolutionary nature) yielded nothing to the
Legien unions—the foulest and most reactionary trade
unions in Germany. Even now, two years after the conquest of state power, we have not yet finished fighting the
remnants of the Menshevik (i.e., the Scheidemann, Kautsky, Gompers, etc.) trade unions—so long is the process!
So strong in some places and in, some trades ' is the
influence of petty-bourgeois ideas!
At one time we were in a minority in the Soviets, the
trade unions and the co-operatives. By persistent effort
and long struggle—both before and after the conquest of
political power—we won a majority, first in all workers'
organisations, then in non-worker and, finally, even in
small-peasant organisations.
Only scoundrels or simpletons can think that the proletariat must first win a majority in elections carried out
under the yoke of the bourgeoisie, under the yoke of wageslavery, and must then win power. This is the height of
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stupidity or hypocrisy; it is substituting elections, under
the old system and with the old power, for class struggle
and revolution.
The proletariat wages its class struggle and does not
wait for elections to begin a strike, although for the complete success of a strike it is necessary to have the sympathy of the majority of the working people (and, it follows, of the majority of the population); the proletariat
wages its class struggle and overthrows the bourgeoisie
without waiting for any preliminary elections (supervised
by the bourgeoisie and carried out under its yoke); and
the proletariat is perfectly well aware that for the success
of its revolution, for the successfull overthrow of the bourgeoisie, it is absolutely necessary to have the sympathy of
the majority of the working people (and, it follows, of the
majority of the population).
The parliamentary cretins and latter-day Louis Blancs
"insist" absolutely on elections, on elections that are most
certainly supervised by the bourgeoisie, to ascertain
whether they h'ave_ the sympathy of the majority of the
working people. But this is the attitude of pedants, of
living corpses, or of cunning tricksters.
Real life and the history of actual revolutions show that
quite often the "sympathy of the majority of the working
people" cannot be demonstrated by any elections (to say
nothing of elections supervised by the exploiters, with
"equality" of exploiters and exploited!). Quite often the
"sympathy of the majority of the working people" is
demonstrated not by elections at all, but by the growth of
one of the parties, or by its increased representation in
the Soviets, or by the success of a strike which for some
reason, has acquired enormous significance, or by
successes won in civil war, etc., etc.
The history of our revolution has shown, for example,
that sympathy for the dictatorship of the proletariat on
the part of the majority of the working people in the
boundless expanses of the Urals and Siberia was ascertained
not by means of elections, but by the experience of a
year of the tsarist general Kolchak's rule in that area.
Incidentally, Kolchak's rule also began with a "coalition"
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of the Scheidemann and Kautsky crowd (in Russian they
are called Mensheviks and Socialist-Revolutionaries, supporters of the Constituent Assembly), just as in Germany
at the moment the Haases and Scheidemanns, through their
"coalition", are paving the way to power for von Goltz or
Ludendorff and covering up this power and making it look
decent. In parenthesis it should be said that the HaaseScheidemann coalition in the government has ended, but
the political coalition of these betrayers of socialism remains. Proof: Kautsky's books, Stampfer's articles in Vorwdrts, the articles by the Kautskys and the Scheidemanns
about their "unification", and so on.
The proletarian revolution is impossible without the
sympathy and support of the overwhelming majority of
the working people for their vanguard-—the proletariat.
But this sympathy and this support are not forthcoming
immediately and are not decided by elections. They are
won in the course of long, arduous and stern class struggle.
The class struggle waged by the proletariat for the sympathy and support of the majority of the working people
does not end with the conquest of political power by the
proletariat. After the conquest of power this struggle
continues, but in other forms. In the Russian revolution
the circumstances were exceptionally favourable for the
proletariat (in its struggle for its dictatorship), since
the proletarian revolution took place at a time when all
the people were under arms and when the peasantry as
a' whole, disgusted by the "Kautskyite" policy of the
social-traitors, the Mensheviks and the Socialist-Revolutionaries, wanted the overthrow of the rule of the landowners.
But even in Russia, where things were exceptionally
favourable at the moment of the proletarian revolution,
where a most remarkable unity of the entire proletariat,
the entire army and the entire peasantry was achieved at
once-—-even in Russia, the proletariat, exercising its dictatorship, had to struggle for months and years to win the
sympathy and support of the majority of the working
people. After two years this struggle has practically, but
still not completely, ended in favour of the proletariat. In
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two years we have won the full sympathy and support of
the overwhelming majority of the workers and labouring
peasants of Great Russia, including the Urals and Siberia,
but as yet we have not won the full support and sympathy
of the majority of the working peasants (as distinct from
the peasant exploiters) of the Ukraine. We could be (but
shall not be) crushed by the military might of the Entente,
but inside Russia we now have such sound sympathy,
and from such an enormous majority of the working people, that our state is the most democratic state the world
has ever seen.
One has only to give some thought to this complex,
difficult and long history of proletarian struggle for power
—a struggle rich in the extraordinary variety of forms
and in the unusual abundance of sharp changes, turns and
switches from one form to another—to see clearly the
error of those who would "forbid" participation in bourgeois parliaments, reactionary trade unions, tsarist or
Scheidemann Shop Stewards Committees or works'' councils, and so on and so forth. This error is due to the lack
of revolutionary experience among quite sincere, convinced
and valiant working-class revolutionaries. Consequently, Karl Liebknecht and Rosa Luxemburg were a thousand times right in January 1919 when they realised this
mistake, pointed it out, 45 but nevertheless chose to remain
with the proletarian revolutionaries, mistaken though they
were on a minor question, rather than side with the traitors
to socialism, the Scheidemanns and the Kautskys, who
made no mistake on the question of participating in bourgeois parliaments, but had ceased to be socialists and had
become philistine democrats and accomplices of the bourgeoisie.
A mistake, however, remains a mistake and it is necessary to criticise it and fight for its rectification.
The fight against the traitors to socialism, the Scheidemanns and the Kautskys, must be waged mercilessly, but
not on the issue of for or against participation in bourgeois parliaments, reactionary trade unions, etc. This
would be an obvious mistake, and a bigger mistake still
would be to retreat from the ideas of Marxism and its
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practical line (a strong, centralised political party) to the
ideas and practice of syndicalism. It is necessary to work
for the Party's participation in bourgeois parliaments, in
reactionary trade unions and in "works' councils" that
have been mutilated and castrated in Scheidemann fashion,
for the Party to be wherever workers are to be found,
wherever it is possible to talk to workers, to influence the
working masses. Legal and illegal work nmst at all costs
be combined, the illegal Party, through its workers' organisations, must exercise systematic, constant and strict control over legal activity. This is no easy matter, but the
proletarian revolution, generally speaking, knows nothing
and can know nothing of "easy" tasks or "easy" means
of struggle.
This difficult task must be carried out at all costs. The
Scheidemann and Kautsky gang differ from us not only
(and not chiefly) because they do not recognise the armed
Uprising and we do. The chief and radical difference is
that in all spheres of work (in bourgeois parliaments, trade
unions, co-operatives, journalistic work, etc.) they pursue
an inconsistent, opportunist policy, even a policy of downright treachery and betrayal.
Fight against the social-traitors, against reformism
and opportunism—this political line can and must be
followed without exception in all spheres of our struggle.
And then we shall win the working masses. And the
vanguard of the proletariat, the Marxist centralised
political party together with the working masses, will
take the people along the true road _ to the triumph of
proletarian dictatorship, to proletarian instead of bourgeois democracy, to the Soviet Republic, to the socialist
system.
In' the space of a few months the Third International
has won a number of glorious, unprecedented victories.
The speed of its growth is astonishing. Particular mistakes
and growing pains give no grounds for alarm. By criticising them directly and openly, we shall ensure that
the working masses of all cultured countries, educated
in the spirit of Marxism, quickly rid themselves of the
betrayers of socialism, the Scheidemanns and Kautskys of

all nations (for these traitors are to be found in all
nations).
October 10,1919
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